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INTRODUCTION 
 In recent decades North Carolina’s 
economy has moved away from textiles and 
light manufacturing towards services and 
banking. The area encompassed by the Tri-
angle, and Charlotte in particular have risen 
in prominence and importance over the past 
few decades. Small towns and rural areas 
however are thought to have been neglected 
as manufacturers left for overseas, and once 
prominent regional towns lost influence to 
larger cities. The state has tried to partially 
address these issues using policies that ex-
plicitly advantage rural areas and small 
towns, and the NC Rural Economic Devel-
opment Center as a means to address such 
rural inequities. Such efforts however do not 
address the notable inequities experienced in 
some urban areas. 
 Despite the disadvantages of moving 
from manufacturing to a services based econ-
omy, rural areas of North Carolina are not 
the only places that have struggled with the 
state’s economic shift. Contained within ur-
ban areas are Census tracts that have not ris-
en with economic tides.  
 While many across the state have en-
dured economic difficulties since the 2008 
recession, parts of North Carolina’s major 
cities have experienced disproportionate eco-
nomic hardship. Using the 2007-2011 Ameri-
can Community Survey, it was determined 
that over half a million people in the state 
live in economically disadvantaged Census 
tracts. The people living in these tracts are 
disproportionately persons of color, a trend 
maintained whether speaking of urban or 
rural distressed tracts. Often these residents 
experience diminished economic opportuni-
ty, highlighted by lower rates of education, 
and lower economic opportunity.  
 This report highlights how some 
struggling areas of North Carolina are often 
obscured by a larger community’s wellbeing. 
This report provides a point of discussion for 
how these tracts may be better served and 
does not contend to find solutions for the 
economic troubles of these areas. Instead this 
report aims to provide a more varied picture 
than economic indicators. By showing some 
associated statistics for these tracts a better 
appreciation for some of the difficulties faced 
in these areas can be attained. 
Photo: James Willamor 
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METHODOLOGY 
The notion of distress motivates this report. 
For this report, distress refers to tracts with 
key economic disadvantages demonstrated 
by higher levels of poverty and unemploy-
ment, and lower income. Using the defini-
tions employed by a similar 2005 report, a 
tract meeting the following criteria is consid-
ered distressed: 
 Unemployment 50% greater than North 
Carolina’s unemployment rate of 9.7% 
(greater than or equal to 14.5%) 
 Annual per capita income 1/3 lower than 
North Carolina’s per capita income of 
$25,256 (less than or equal to $16,921) 
 Poverty rate 50% greater than North Car-
olina’s poverty rate of 16% (greater than 
or equal to 24%) 
 These measures assist in identifying 
tracts where economic opportunity is nota-
bly lower, and may help illuminate other fac-
tors such as lower levels of education and 
home ownership. While metropolitan and 
county measures might be effective in terms 
of governance and policy, Census tracts offer 
a neighborhood-level portrait of poverty, in-
come, and unemployment. Census tracts are 
the lowest level at which all the necessary 
data are available for analysis, as some data 
at the narrower Census block level are not 
provided due to privacy concerns. 
 An important feature of this report is 
the differences between urban and rural 
tracts. While a number of different criteria 
might be employed, this study defines a tract 
as ‘urban’ if it falls within a Census designat-
ed ‘urbanized area.’ The Census defines ur-
ban areas as those that  
“comprise a densely settled core of census tracts…
that meet minimum population density require-
ments, along with adjacent territory containing 
non-residential urban land uses as well as territory 
with low population density included to link out-
lying densely settled territory with the densely set-
tled core.” 
The Census classifies urbanized areas as hav-
ing 50000 or more people, and urban clusters 
as between 2500 and 50000. For the purpos-
es of this study all tracts that do not fall with-
in or intersect an urban area are thus termed 
‘rural.’ Additionally this report, in keeping 
with the 2005 version, defines a county with 
greater than 200 persons per square mile as 
‘urban,’ and those with fewer people as 
‘rural.’ 
  
 
 The majority of this report focuses on 
two primary comparisons:  
   1. Distressed urban tracts versus the state 
at large. 
   2. Distressed urban tracts versus distressed 
rural tracts  
While distressed tracts could be compared to 
their surrounding counties, this report does 
not make such comparisons.  
 In particular this report highlights 
how urban distressed tracts have notably dif-
ficult economic situations. While the hard-
ships of rural distressed tracts should not be 
diminished,  those tracts are less obscured by 
their surroundings and are not emphasized 
here. 
Photo: Disability Rights Galaxy 
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COUNTY COMPARISON 
Though North Carolina has a strong agri-
cultural history the majority of the state cur-
rently lives in counties with 200 persons per 
square mile or greater, which this report 
terms ‘urban’. As of the 2007-2011 Ameri-
can Community Survey only 34% of the 
state’s 9.4 million residents live in rural 
counties despite that urban counties only 
represent 26 of the state’s 100 counties. 
 While the past decade has been diffi-
cult for the state, rural counties have had 
considerable difficulty shaking off the effects 
of the economic downturn that began in 
2008. In comparing urban and rural coun-
ties in North Carolina, the latter clearly ex-
hibits a less economically robust picture 
than the former. Rural counties suffer high-
er unemployment, lower per capita income, 
and higher poverty than urban counties do.  
 In concert with these factors, rural 
counties have a lower percentage of their 
population between the ages of 18-64; nota-
bly the rate of people 65 or over in rural 
counties is higher than in urban counties by 
half (10% vs. 15%). In addition, though 52% 
of the urban county population is included 
in the workforce, the rate is only  46% for 
rural counties. While these factors are not 
direct contributors to economic malaise in 
rural counties, they hint at challenges for 
rural counties. 
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COUNTY COMPARISON 
Despite the moderately lower economic po-
sition of rural counties, comparisons such as 
these obscure some of the economic dispari-
ties found more narrow geographies. Some 
parts of North Carolina experience greater 
economic difficulty, yet are often obscured 
within geographic entities. By looking only 
within larger, and better understood geo-
graphic entities such as counties, a different 
narrative emerges from the one promoted 
here in this report. 
 Comparisons at the county levels are 
demonstrate a broader narrative in the dif-
ferences of urban and rural areas in North 
Carolina, but such high level views fail to 
adequately capture the economic realities of 
neighborhoods or other small pockets of dis-
tress. To look at the comparisons at right 
provide only one picture of a complex prob-
lem. 
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DISTRESSED TRACTS 
As of 2010, the Census had designated 18 
urban areas in North Carolina. Each of these 
areas contains at least one distressed tracts. 
These urban areas are: 
 
 Since the last time this study was con-
ducted  in 2005, the Census dropped Kan-
napolis as an urban area, while New Bern 
and Concord were newly classified as urban 
areas.  
 A total of 162 distressed tracts were 
identified, 14 more than in the previous 
study. 106 of the currently distressed tracts 
are contained within urban areas or some 
65%. Of the remaining tracts, 45 are in Cen-
sus designated urban clusters, with the re-
maining 11 in more rural areas. 
 The map below shows all 18 urban 
areas in North Carolina. The following pag-
es contain maps of each urban area with dis-
tressed tracts highlighted. 
Asheville 
Burlington 
Charlotte 
Concord 
Durham 
Fayetteville 
Gastonia 
Goldsboro 
Greensboro  
Greenville 
Hickory 
High Point 
Jacksonville 
New Bern 
Raleigh 
Rocky Mount 
Wilmington  
Winston-Salem 
All map images created using ArcMap 10 
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ASHEVILLE 
  
9 
BURLINGTON 
  
10 
CHARLOTTE, CONCORD, & GASTONIA 
  
11 
FAYETTEVILLE 
  
12 
GREENVILLE, GOLDSBORO, & ROCKY MOUNT 
  
13 
HICKORY 
  
14 
JACKSONVILLE & NEW BERN 
  
15 
THE TRIAD 
  
16 
THE TRIANGLE 
  
17 
WILMINGTON 
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DISTRESSED TRACTS AND COUNTIES 
An important comparison is the difference 
in economic conditions between distressed 
tracts and their surrounding counties. Such 
comparisons illuminate how urban dis-
tressed tracts in particular are obscured by 
the surrounding areas’ relative prosperity. 
 Per capita income in urban distressed 
tracts is not only $1300 lower than in rural 
distressed tracts, but is also proportionately 
lower than the surrounding areas. This re-
flects the greater economic disadvantage in 
urban distressed tracts despite a likely higher 
cost of living, as well as how much urban 
distressed counties lag behind their sur-
rounding counties. 
 The poverty rate for urban distressed 
tracts is more than twice that of the sur-
rounding counties. That rural counties have 
a higher overall poverty rate than urban 
counties emphasizes the comparative diffi-
culty in urban distressed tracts. Despite ur-
ban counties having lower rates of poverty 
overall, the urban distressed tracts experi-
ence poverty at a rate 10% greater than rural 
distressed tracts.   
 The unemployment rate for those liv-
ing in urban distressed tracts is more than 
double that of the urban counties. Unem-
ployment in urban distressed tracts, like pov-
erty, is a larger problem for urban distressed 
than in rural distressed tracts, despite that 
urban counties containing distressed tracts 
have lower unemployment than their rural 
counterparts. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
Nearly 580,000 North Carolina residents live 
in distressed tracts, which is 30K more than 
in the previous study, and represent slightly 
more than 6% of the state population. Of 
these residents, 62% live in urban distressed 
tracts, while 38% live in a rural distressed 
tract. In comparison the last study showed 
53% of all residents in distressed tracts lived 
in a rural tract. 
 The racial breakdown of residents liv-
ing in distressed tracts shows a dispropor-
tionate number of minority residents. In par-
ticular while black residents constitute slight-
ly more than 20% of all North Carolinians, 
they represent 61% of all residents living in 
urban distressed tracts and a majority of 
those living in distressed tracts statewide.  
Even more troubling however is that nearly 
16% of all black residents in North Carolina 
live in a distressed tract. Latino residents 
meanwhile have a disproportionate represen-
tation in urban distressed tracts though by a 
much smaller degree than black residents. 
White residents meanwhile are a small share 
of the distressed population in comparison to 
their 65% share of the state’s total popula-
tion.  
357,306   Urban 
221,949  Rural 
North Carolina 
Residents Living 
in Distressed 
Census Tracts 
21.2% 65.7% 
 
Black White Latino 
60.9% 22.7% 
 
Black White Latino 
45.3% 37% 
 
Black White Latino 
North Carolina Pop. % by Race Urban Dist. Tracts Pop. % by Race 
Rural Dist. Tracts Pop. % by Race 
8.1% 
7.2% 
15.9% 
 
7.7% 
Black White Latino 
% of all NC Residents Living in Dis-
tressed Tracts by Race 
2.6% 
12.2% 
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ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
In comparison with North Carolina as a 
whole, distressed tracts, whether urban or 
rural, lag behind the state in key economic 
areas.  
 Residents in urban distressed tracts 
experience unemployment at more than 
twice the statewide rate of 9.7%, while the 
rural distressed tracts only marginally trail 
the urban rate. Despite greater access to po-
tential jobs, residents in urban distressed ur-
ban tracts nonetheless experience higher 
rates of unemployment than those in less ac-
cessible rural areas. 
 Looking at per capita income across 
North Carolina the average earnings value in 
distressed tracts is only half of the state’s per 
capita income. Despite that urban distressed 
tracts likely have higher costs of living, urban 
distressed tracts have lower income levels 
relative to their rural counter parts. 
 In comparison to the percentage of 
people statewide receiving cash assistance or 
nutritional support, both urban and rural dis-
tressed tracts have significantly higher rates 
further emphasizing the economic difficulty 
in these tracts. Again, urban distressed tracts 
experience greater rates of public assistance 
than rural distressed tracts. 
 As unemployment, per capita in-
come, and public assistance are interrelated, 
in concert they provide a less than robust 
picture for urban and rural distressed tracts 
alike, though notably worse for the former. 
9.7% 21.4% 20% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
Unemployment Rate 
11.9% 35.1% 29.5% 
NC Urban DT 
Percent of Households Receiving 
Cash Assistance or SNAP/Food 
$25,256 
$13,310 
$12,059 
NC 
Urban Dist. Tracts 
Rural Dist. Tracts 
Per Capita Income 
Rural DT 
Photo: Jon Platek 
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ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
The percentage of people living in poverty in 
North Carolina has increased from 12.3% to 
16.1% since 2000. The percentage of chil-
dren in poverty however has doubled from 
11% to 22.6% over the same period. 
 In urban and rural distressed tracts 
over 50% of children live under the poverty 
line. In comparison less than a quarter of 
children statewide live in poverty.  
 People living in urban distressed 
tracts experience higher rates of poverty than 
those living in rural distressed tracts. Poverty 
rates for both urban and rural distressed 
tracts however are double the state’s poverty 
rate. 
131,841 Urban 
76,754 Rural 
North Carolina  
Residents in  
Distressed Tracts  
Living Below the 
Poverty Line 
16.1% 40.7% 37% 
NC Urban DT 
Poverty Rate 
Rural DT 
22.6% 57.8% 53% 
NC Urban DT 
Poverty Rate for  
Residents Under 18 
Rural DT 
10.3% 21.3% 21.7% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
Poverty Rate for  
Residents Over 65 
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SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Though economic indicators provide the 
basic framework for this report, other indi-
cators can offer greater detail about charac-
teristics of these distressed tracts. Though 
likely related to economic indicators, it is 
clear that distressed tracts have a notably 
different social characteristics from the state. 
As compared to the 2000 Census, the 
percentage of residents with a bachelor’s de-
gree in North Carolina increased from 
22.5% to 26.5%, while the percentage of res-
idents with high school degrees also in-
creased from 78.1% to 84.1%.  
Distressed tracts have notably lower 
educational attainment rates compared to 
the state, regardless of whether they are ur-
ban or rural. Urban and rural distressed 
tracts do not vary greatly between one an-
other in terms of education, though the per-
centage of people with completed high 
school or college degrees is 15% lower in 
distressed tracts compared to the state. For 
those with bachelor’s degrees however, dis-
tressed tracts have less than 40% the 
statewide college completion rate.  
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SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Other notable social characteristics for dis-
tressed tracts include the proportion of 
households that do not speak English exclu-
sively.* Since 2000 the overall proportion 
has increased by a rate of 25%, hinting at a 
burgeoning immigrant population in the 
state. Perhaps more interesting is the propor-
tion of non-English only homes in distressed 
tracts, both rural and urban, decreased over 
the last decade.  
 Somewhat surprisingly, while the ma-
jority  of non-English only homes speak 
Spanish,  statewide about 40% of non-
English only homes also do not speak Span-
ish, hinting that North Carolina has an in-
creasingly varied immigrant community. 
Note however that Spanish speaking house-
holds represent a majority of all non-English 
only homes in both rural and urban dis-
tressed tracts.  
The percentage of families with chil-
dren that are headed by a single mother has 
dropped for urban and rural distressed tracts 
since the last time this report was conducted. 
Statewide however the figures have risen by 
over 15%. It is difficult to understand why 
the percentage of families with children 
headed by single mothers has dropped in dis-
tressed tracts, while the state rate has in-
creased, though this may result from re-
configuring of Census tracts. 
Regardless of the comparative drop in 
families with children headed by single 
mothers in distressed tracts, such families are 
disproportionately represented in both urban 
and rural distressed tracts. Urban distressed 
tracts in particular have more than twice the 
North Carolina rate of families headed by 
single mothers, representing 3 of every 5 
families with children. 
Families with Children Under 18 
Headed by Single Mothers 
24.6% 54.1% 43.5% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
Proportion of  
Non-English-Only Homes 
10.4% 12.1% 6.2% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
Proportion of  
Spanish Speaking Homes 
6.4% 9.4% 5.2% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
*ACS Table B16002: Household language by households in which no one 14 and over speaks English only or speaks a language 
other than English at home and speaks English ‘very well’. 
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HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION CHARACTERISTICS 
Residents in urban distressed tracts have the 
lowest rate of home ownership of the groups 
explored, nearly a third lower than rural dis-
tressed tracts home ownership rates.  
 Urban distressed residents are also 
the most transient, with an estimated half 
having moved since 2005, 40% higher than 
the rate for rural distressed tracts. Two ex-
planations are possible. Firstly urban areas 
have much larger housing stock, allowing 
residents to find housing more suitable to 
their needs. Secondly, urban areas have 
higher immigration rates and thus more de-
mand for rental properties.  
 In concert with lower vehicle owner-
ship  rates, persons living in urban distressed 
tracts are far more dependent on transporta-
tion modes other than personal vehicles. As 
compared to rural distressed tracts, residents 
in urban distressed tracts have notably lower 
rates of home and vehicle ownership. Mobil-
ity issues may contribute to higher transi-
ence levels among households. 
Households That Changed  
Residence Since 2005 
41.9%        NC 
52.2%    Urban DT 
37.6% Rural DT 
Owner Occupied  
Housing Rate 
67.8% 37.6% 54.8% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
 
Households with Zero  
Vehicle Ownership 
6.5% 23% 17.2% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
 
Travel to Work by Transit,  
Walking or Cycling 
4% 12.4% 5.1% 
NC Urban DT Rural DT 
Photo: Alex Sandifer 
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COMPARISON OF REPORTS 
The past decade has been a difficult econom-
ic ride for North Carolina, and this is high-
lighted by the comparative differences since 
the last time this report was conducted. For 
quick reference: 
 The North Carolina poverty rate rose 
from 12% to 16% 
 The state’s per capita income fell from 
$27,417 to $25,256, or a loss of 7.8% 
(2011 dollars) 
 Unemployment in North Carolina nearly 
doubled from 5.3% to 9.7% 
 If the same criteria from the 2000 
Census data to qualify as ‘distressed’ is ap-
plied to the 2007-2011 ACS data, the num-
ber of distressed tracks increases from 162 to 
413, representing 1.7 million residents. 
While the state’s GDP increased from $281B 
to $436B over the same period, that has 
clearly not resulted in equal gains through-
out the population (BEA). 
 Below is a map showing all Census 
tracts from the 2007-2011 ACS survey that 
would qualify as ‘distressed’ if the 2005 re-
port’s criteria were applied. Using these cri-
teria over 400 tracts qualify as ‘distressed,’ 
representing over 1.7 million residents in 
North Carolina.  
Distressed tracts using 2000 Census criteria 
Distressed Tract Criteria 
Survey 2000 Census 
2007-2011 
ACS 
Poverty Rate 18.45% 24% 
Per Capita 
 Income 
$13,606 $16,921 
Unemploy-
ment 
5.1% 14.5% 
Distressed tracts using 2007-2011 Census criteria 
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MOST DISTRESSED TRACTS 
The following are the most economically 
distressed tracts in North Carolina. Each of 
the state’s distressed tracts were ranked by 
their poverty rate, per capita income, and 
unemployment. The mean average of these 
three rankings was then calculated to find 
where in the state has the greatest economic 
disadvantage. 
Urban 
Tract 
Overall 
Rank 
County  City Tract  Neighborhood or Area 
1 2 
Mecklen-
burg 
Charlotte 52 Lockwood  
2 3 
Mecklen-
burg 
Charlotte 56.04 
University City South 
and College Downs 
3 4 Guilford 
High 
Point 
139 Leonard Ave. 
4 5 Forsyth 
Winston-
Salem 
8.01 
Waughtown and Co-
lumbia Heights 
5 6 
Mecklen-
burg 
Charlotte 23 Grier Heights 
6 8 
Mecklen-
burg 
Charlotte 39.03 
Capitol Drive, Jackson 
Homes, and Boulevard 
Homes 
7 9 Wake Raleigh 509 
Central Raleigh and 
South Park 
8 10 Forsyth 
Winston-
Salem 
5 Northeast Winston 
9 11 Forsyth 
Winston-
Salem 
7 East Winston 
10 11 Guilford 
Greens-
boro 
110 Cumberland 
Rural 
Tract 
Rank 
Overall 
Rank 
County  City Tract  Neighborhood or Area 
1 1 Lenoir Kinston 103 East Kinston 
2 7 Wilson Wilson 2 
Downtown, Roun-
tree, and Richardson 
Square 
3 14 Watauga Boone 9205 
West Boone and Uni-
versity area 
4 16 Lee Sanford 303 S. Horner Blvd. area 
5 20 Richmond  
Rocking-
ham 
9706 E. Broad area 
6 26 Wilson Wilson 7 East Wilson 
7 33 Wilson Wilson 8.01 
Pender Place, Roun-
tree, and Freeman 
Property 
8 34 Cleveland Shelby 9509 North Shelby 
9 42 Lenoir Kinston 104 East Central Kinston 
10 43 Vance 
Hender-
son 
9607 
South Central Hen-
derson 
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CONCLUSION 
Since the recession and economic downturn 
that began in 2008 there has been an in-
creased focus on economically disadvan-
taged areas throughout the country. With 
GDP growth rates lagging far below a dec-
ade ago, and many people still struggling to 
find work, it has proved an opportune time 
to compare the state of North Carolina to its 
less well off constituent parts. 
 While the state has had a less than 
robust decade, the distressed tracts of North 
Carolina as identified in this report have 
clearly experienced even greater economic 
difficulty. More important however is the 
distinction between urban and rural dis-
tressed tracts. The indicators provided in this 
report have consistently demonstrated great-
er economic difficulty for urban distressed 
tracts than their rural counterparts. Urban 
distressed tracts have higher unemployment, 
and poverty rates, and lower per capita in-
come than in rural distressed tracts, despite 
higher costs of living. Issues of access and 
mobility, and single parent homes are also 
more problematic in urban distressed tracts. 
 The comparatively higher difficulties 
in urban tracts does not suggest that the is-
sues faced in rural distressed tracts are trivi-
al. Instead it is important to recognize that 
the issues faced by urban and rural distressed 
tracts are consequential  though not equal. 
Perhaps most importantly is that rural dis-
tressed areas are not obscured by their sur-
rounding jurisdictions, and instead can be 
more easily identified on their own. 
 This report should be seen as a foray 
into a conversation on economic struggles in 
North Carolina. This reports aims to high-
light that some areas of the state are notably 
more disadvantaged despite the proximity of 
comparative wealth. 
 Not properly explored in this report is 
the geographic nature of many of the urban 
distressed tracts. While the Triangle region 
has only 12 distressed tracts, the Charlotte 
area alone contains 20. Raleigh in particular 
has only 4 distressed tracts. The Triad how-
ever has 34 distressed tracts with Winston-
Salem containing more distressed tracts than 
any urban area in the state except for Char-
lotte. While the reasons for such differences 
are not discussed in this report, it could 
prove an important place to explore. 
 As state and local governments seek 
to spur economic growth in the state, it is 
important that these economically isolated 
areas are not forgotten. By focusing on dis-
tressed areas in the state, policy makers can 
create narrowly focused programs to help 
these areas rise from the economic lowlands. 
Though these distressed tracts may have 
been previously neglected, hopefully this re-
port will draw attention to them. 
Photos: JB Weir, Alex Sandifer, Joel Quebec (detail) 
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NOTE TO READER 
This report is informed and inspired by a 
similar project undertaken in 2005. There are 
however notable differences between then 
and now. The main issue in question is the 
data’s origin. The earlier report was conduct-
ed using data from the 2000 Census esti-
mates. This report however makes its analy-
sis on the 2007-2011 American Community 
Survey.  
 Beginning in 2005 the US Census Bu-
reau began conducting annual household 
surveys to give a more consistent picture of 
the changes in the US. Using population 
samples the ACS surveys various economic, 
social, racial, and ethnic characteristics, and 
extrapolates those results to estimate a varie-
ty of characteristics throughout the US. The 
5-year series of surveys is used to estimate 
statistics at the Census tract and block levels.  
 While the 2000 Census provided a 
snapshot of the US population by looking at 
the previous year, the 2007-2011 ACS esti-
mates similar characteristics by looking at a 
longer trend. The 5-year ACS estimates how-
ever should not be directly compared to sin-
gle year Census data from previous decades 
due to differences in sampling methods. 
Thus it would not be accurate for this report 
to make direct comparisons to the previous 
report’s observed figures. That said however 
rate and percentage comparisons have been 
made. 
 An additional issue is that 2010 Cen-
sus tracts, upon which the ACS is based, are 
not necessarily identical to the 2000 Census 
tracts. Thus it is difficult to draw direct com-
parisons between the two surveys due to spa-
tial differences in addition to the previous 
sampling difficulties. Though many Census 
tracts have remained the same, it would be 
remiss to draw direct parallels between most 
tracts without further investigating their de-
mographic and social change over the dec-
ade. 
 Please note that further explanation 
of the difference between the Census and 
ACS data can be found at www.census.gov. 
At the end of this report you will find a list 
of all the variables used in the analysis. 
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APPENDIX: URBAN DISTRESSED TRACTS 
Alamance County, Tract 210 
Buncombe County, Tract 9 
Cabarrus County, Tract 410 
Cabarrus County, Tract 419.01 
Cabarrus County, Tract 419.02 
Cabarrus County, Tract 421.01 
Caldwell County, Tract 301 
Caldwell County, Tract 302 
Catawba County, Tract 107 
Catawba County, Tract 109 
Catawba County, Tract 110 
Cleveland County, Tract 9505 
Craven County, Tract 9608 
Cumberland County, Tract 10 
Cumberland County, Tract 11 
Cumberland County, Tract 2 
Cumberland County, Tract 22 
Cumberland County, Tract 38 
Cumberland County, Tract 5 
Davidson County, Tract 608 
Davidson County, Tract 614 
Durham County, Tract 10.01 
Durham County, Tract 11 
Durham County, Tract 13.01 
Durham County, Tract 13.04 
Durham County, Tract 14 
Durham County, Tract 17.09 
Durham County, Tract 18.02 
Durham County, Tract 23 
Edgecombe County, Tract 202 
Edgecombe County, Tract 203 
Edgecombe County, Tract 204 
Forsyth County, Tract 16.02 
Forsyth County, Tract 17 
Forsyth County, Tract 19.01 
Forsyth County, Tract 3.01 
Forsyth County, Tract 3.02 
Forsyth County, Tract 34.04 
Forsyth County, Tract 4 
Forsyth County, Tract 5 
Forsyth County, Tract 6 
Forsyth County, Tract 7 
Forsyth County, Tract 8.01 
Forsyth County, Tract 8.02 
Gaston County, Tract 318 
Gaston County, Tract 319 
Gaston County, Tract 332.04 
Guilford County, Tract 107.02 
Guilford County, Tract 110 
Guilford County, Tract 111.01 
Guilford County, Tract 112 
Guilford County, Tract 113 
Guilford County, Tract 114 
Guilford County, Tract 115 
Guilford County, Tract 116.02 
Guilford County, Tract 126.08 
Guilford County, Tract 126.11 
Guilford County, Tract 127.06 
Guilford County, Tract 127.07 
Guilford County, Tract 136.01 
Guilford County, Tract 138 
Guilford County, Tract 139 
Guilford County, Tract 142 
Guilford County, Tract 143 
Guilford County, Tract 144.08 
Guilford County, Tract 145.01 
Guilford County, Tract 145.03 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 16.08 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 23 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 37 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 38.02 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 38.08 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 39.02 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 39.03 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 42 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 43.02 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 45 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 46 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 47 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 50 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 52 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 53.01 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 53.08 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 56.04 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 58.24 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 60.06 
Mecklenburg County, Tract 61.09 
Nash County, Tract 102 
New Hanover County, Tract 101 
New Hanover County, Tract 110 
New Hanover County, Tract 111 
New Hanover County, Tract 114 
Onslow County, Tract 26 
Pitt County, Tract 1 
Pitt County, Tract 14.02 
Pitt County, Tract 7.01 
Pitt County, Tract 7.02 
Pitt County, Tract 8 
Rowan County, Tract 504 
Wake County, Tract 507 
Wake County, Tract 508 
Wake County, Tract 509 
Wake County, Tract 511.02 
Wayne County, Tract 15 
Wayne County, Tract 18 
Wayne County, Tract 20 
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APPENDIX: RURAL DISTRESSED TRACTS 
Ashe County, Tract 9703 
Beaufort County, Tract 9303 
Bertie County, Tract 9603 
Brunswick County, Tract 201.01 
Caswell County, Tract 9302 
Chowan County, Tract 9301.01 
Cleveland County, Tract 9509 
Cleveland County, Tract 9511 
Columbus County, Tract 9310 
Edgecombe County, Tract 209 
Franklin County, Tract 603.02 
Halifax County, Tract 9301 
Halifax County, Tract 9304 
Halifax County, Tract 9305.01 
Halifax County, Tract 9309 
Halifax County, Tract 9311 
Harnett County, Tract 714.02 
Hoke County, Tract 9704.02 
Lee County, Tract 303 
Lee County, Tract 304.01 
Lenoir County, Tract 102 
Lenoir County, Tract 103 
Lenoir County, Tract 104 
Lenoir County, Tract 105 
Montgomery County, Tract 9604.01 
Northampton County, Tract 9202 
Pasquotank County, Tract 9603 
Pasquotank County, Tract 9604 
Pender County, Tract 9202.04 
Randolph County, Tract 303.02 
Richmond County, Tract 9703 
Richmond County, Tract 9706 
Richmond County, Tract 9707 
Robeson County, Tract 9604.01 
Robeson County, Tract 9605.02 
Robeson County, Tract 9607.02 
Robeson County, Tract 9608.01 
Robeson County, Tract 9617 
Robeson County, Tract 9620.02 
Rockingham County, Tract 412 
Rutherford County, Tract 9608 
Rutherford County, Tract 9611.01 
Sampson County, Tract 9709 
Scotland County, Tract 102 
Scotland County, Tract 105 
Vance County, Tract 9606 
Vance County, Tract 9607 
Vance County, Tract 9608 
Warren County, Tract 9501.03 
Watauga County, Tract 9205 
Wilkes County, Tract 9607 
Wilson County, Tract 1 
Wilson County, Tract 2 
Wilson County, Tract 3 
Wilson County, Tract 7 
Wilson County, Tract 8.01 
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APPENDIX: SOCIAL EXPLORER ACS 2007-2011 TABLES 
T1. Total Population 
T2. Population Density (per sq. mile) 
T7. Age 
T14. Hispanic or Latino by Race 
T17. Households By Household Type 
T18. Households By Presence Of People Un-
der 18 Years By Household Type 
T25. Educational Attainment For Popula-
tion 25 Years And Over 
T33. Employment Status For Total Popula-
tion 16 Years And Over 
T37. Unemployment Rate For Civilian Pop-
ulation In Labor Force 16 Years And Over 
T40. Unemployment Rate For The Popula-
tion 16 Years And Over (White Alone) 
T56. Household Income (In 2011 Inflation 
Adjusted Dollars) 
T74. Households With Earnings 
T83. Per Capita Income (In 2011 Inflation 
Adjusted Dollars) 
T108. Mortgage Status  
T114. Poverty Status In 2011 For Children 
Under 18 
T115. Poverty Status In 2011 For Population 
Age 18 to 64 
T116. Poverty Status In 2011 For Population 
Age 65 And Over 
T128. Means Of Transportation To Work 
For Workers 16 Years And Over 
T150. Cumulative Educational Attainment 
for Population 25 Years and Over 
B08141. Means Of Transportation To Work 
By Vehicles Available 
B11003. Family Type By Presence And Age 
Of Own Children Under 18 Years  
B16002: Household language by households 
in which no one 14 and over speaks English 
only or speaks a language other than English 
at home and speaks English ‘very well’ 
B19057. Public Assistance Income In The 
Past 12 Months For Households  
B19058. Public Assistance Income Or Food 
Stamps/Snap In The Past 12 Months For 
Households 
B25038. Tenure By Year Householder 
Moved Into Unit 
B25044. Tenure By Vehicles Available  
 
 
